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Abstract 
This chapter will demonstrate that monographic material acquired at the University of Kansas (KU) through the approval plan and firm orders are, in some cases, being used for research more extensively than originally believed. A circulation analysis of approval plan and librarian-selected monographs, and a review of use by different user groups, reveal a surprising mixture of monographic usage patterns among the disciplines under consideration.  Additionally, departmental dissertation output provides further indication that some of these disciplines still make substantive use of monographs.  In this chapter Business, Psychology, Religious Studies, and Sociology collections are compared and discussed. Further, this chapter describes our analysis methodology, presents potential implications for approval and firm ordering, and makes suggestions for using and collecting similar data in the future. 
Introduction 
Subject librarians at the University of Kansas (KU), a comprehensive research institution, expend considerable time engaging in collection development activities, with the usual aim of supporting the research and teaching mission of the colleges, schools, and departments they serve.  The physical book has, for generations, formed the body of the collections within University of Kansas Libraries (KU Libraries).  At KU, monographs are acquired in two general ways: on approval via YBP Library Services1 (YBP), a subsidiary of the Baker & Taylor Company; and through the firm order acquisition activities of individual subject librarians who represent a significant number of academic disciplines in the humanities, social sciences, sciences, and technological fields.  
In the library science literature, a number of articles about collection development activities pursued by academic librarians are available.2   Many of these articles focus on collection use by various patron groups or provide recommendations for focusing or improving collection development plans and policies.  This is not surprising given that expenditures devoted to acquiring, cataloging, marking, storing, and circulating monographs represent a large portion of any library budget.  Collection analysis and assessment are ongoing since this activity comprises one of the central responsibilities of library administrations in academe regardless of institutional size.  
At KU, several methods have been employed to determine the use of monographs acquired for our constituent groups (university faculty, students, and staff).  Some of these methods have included review and analysis of circulation data, individual subject collection analysis, and review of approval plans.  While the current study is informed by some of these previous analyses, the authors of this chapter reviewed the circulation data for a smaller cross-section of the collection for a relatively narrow time frame; our analyses concentrate exclusively on those items with imprint dates of 2004-2007, in the areas of Business, Psychology, Religious Studies, and Sociology, acquired through the approval plan and through the acquisition activities of individual subject librarians.  
Methodology 
As noted above, monographs are acquired at the KU Libraries in two primary ways: via the YBP approval plan and through the activity of subject librarians responsible for collecting in their respective disciplines.  The number of titles added to the collection in a particular year can vary depending on several factors, including the parameters of the approval plan, number of monographs published in the discipline, price/inflationary factors, availability of funds to purchase materials and total number of orders placed by subject librarians through their collecting activities. 
Scholarly monographs are added to the collection based on their potential use and long-term scholarly value.  Thus, there is a balance to be struck in trying to meet both immediate scholarly needs as well as institutional and societal informational needs. While these are not necessarily mutually exclusive collection development goals, one enduring goal is to ensure that the allocation of institutional resources is done in a way to maximize the impact of limited financial resources.  In some instances, analysis of collections to determine use is one method of discovering whether current levels of financial allocations for certain disciplines are adequate to meet immediate and long-term scholarly needs.  Analyses can also reveal other trends, including whether or not use justifies an adjustment in funding levels.  
In order to understand how recently acquired items have been used by patrons (including KU faculty, staff and students, resident and guest borrowers and interlibrary loan requests) titles were examined in terms of both individual title use and total circulation transactions for items with an imprint date of 2004-2007.  Imprint date was used rather than acquisitions date for consistency of data. For example, if acquisition data had been used, then all monographs purchased during one of the years analyzed with an imprint date prior to 2004 would need to be filtered out before circulation data could be collected.  In addition, both titles and circulation transactions were reviewed for items added to the collection on the approval plan or through direct order by the subject librarian.  In the sections below, information is presented about both title use and circulation transactions of monographs.  
The following parameters apply to all analyses: 
- Data for the years 2004-2007 only is included 
- Only titles with imprint dates of these years are included. 
- Analysis has been informed by applying the 80/20 rule to the circulation transaction data collected: that is, for any given year, data was sifted to discover how many circulation transactions comprised either 20% or 80% of the transactions for that year.3   
Data Collection 
The list of titles acquired on the approval plan was provided by YBP in three separate databases covering receipts for fiscal years 2005, 2006, and 2007.4  Because fiscal year overlaps calendar year, these three databases were then combined into a new database that was then compared against holdings in the Voyager circulation system using the International Standard Book Number (ISBN).  
A master table was created from Voyager with all titles having a publication date of 2002 or later, under the assumption that titles acquired through the approval plan would be recently published or have been published within three years prior to FY2005.  A second assumption in using this date range was that it would not include any titles that had been transferred to the library annex, and that all titles would be on the shelves in the main circulating collections.  
A query was run against Voyager to search for the ISBN in the 020N or Normal Heading, in the Index Code field.  This table with the titles and ISBNs was compared to the YBP table, and BIB_IDs (bibliographic record identification numbers) were added to all of the YBP titles to allow them to be used to gather circulation data.  Another query was run to eliminate the duplicates between the YBP and Voyager master tables, and each table was then used to pull circulation data from the Voyager system. 
The next challenge was determining how to categorize titles into the respective subject areas being examined. Because of variations between how YBP and the Library of Congress define subject headings, YBP’s “Aspect” field and Voyager’s subject headings (Library of Congress subject headings) were quickly dismissed due to the labor involved in normalizing these to match each other.  Table 1 shows Library of Congress call number classifications used. 


The limitations of this approach are that the YBP approval plan allows for the selection of items based on YBP categories, which do not always match the LC classification for a given subject, and subject selectors do not purchase titles within a strict call number range, but often choose materials that fall into other categories.
Circulation data was generated using queries that provided patron group/affiliation and charge dates.  The final data was broken down in several ways to present a broad picture of use.  Overall use was displayed by showing the total number and percentage of titles that had circulated or not circulated.  Use of titles by patron groups was generated based on a count of titles with one or more charges.  Finally, an analysis was conducted based on Trueswell’s 80/20 rule which predicts that 20% of a library’s holdings will account for 80% of the total use or transactions.5 
A Voyager-based “title charged table” was created to reveal whether a particular title had circulated at least once since the item was acquired.  Titles counted in the Voyager-based “total charged” column may have multiple transactions associated with them, but all titles included had at least one transaction.  For the 80/20 analysis, where transactions per title are counted, a transaction is defined as a single charge on a given title. For example, a given title is considered to have circulated if it was charged at least one time. That same title may have been charged multiple times, resulting in multiple transactions associated with that title. In some cases, a title may also have multiple items (CD, other media) or copies associated with it, which could also result in a greater number of transactions for that single title. 
A preliminary examination of the circulation data reveals a pattern of use that is unusually high for some Business titles housed in Anschutz Library (one of two main libraries on the KU Campus).  Further analysis revealed this had to do with internal procedures related to charging items on interlibrary loan.  Following this discovery, and in an effort to ensure greater consistency across the data, all charges to the Interlibrary Loan/Binding patron group were excluded from the circulation data. Whenever conducting circulation analysis it is important to investigate whether any internal procedures may skew the data.
Use by Title Among Disciplines
Average circulation of monographs acquired on the approval plan tends to be markedly different for some disciplines compared to others in this study.  Table 2 shows these average percentages of circulated vs. non-circulated titles acquired under the approval plan during this period. 

It should be noted that in some of the disciplines in this study, librarians often transmit orders received from the faculty and do not have to make a significant number of decisions regarding which particular items to add to the collection.  In other instances, librarians often generate orders without significant input from the faculty. These realities also affect the average use of monographs in any one discipline. 
Comparatively speaking, Business titles acquired on the approval plan are used less by all patron groups than those of other disciplines in this study; in some cases, significantly less.  Sociology and Psychology monographs are, comparatively, in much greater demand by patrons during this period, followed by Religious Studies.  
Average circulation percentages for non-approval plan acquired monographs reveal somewhat dissimilar patterns of use.  Comparing the disciplines used in this study, Table 3 shows the average percentages of circulated vs. non-circulated items acquired through subject librarian acquisition activities during this period: 
Only about one-third of all Business monographs acquired during this period were used at least once. Psychology and Sociology titles, on the other hand, enjoyed much higher use, followed by monographs in Religious Studies, which displayed only slightly higher use than Business. This pattern of less frequent usage is important because it shows that scholarly information presented in the monographic format may be less germane than other kinds of information important to current Business researchers.  For example, most undergraduates seem to prefer information available in electronic format when conducting research for class assignments or research projects.  Such information is usually in the form of articles or other statistical or financial data available from business databases or specific statistical web sites.  
For Business monographs, circulation use by title is remarkably similar whether the title was ordered by the subject specialist or arrived via the approval plan. However, circulation data for monographs in the other disciplines generally reflect greater use of items acquired via the approval plan than via the acquisition activities of individual subject librarians.  These data may hold some implications for librarians to consider.  For example, it may be that in this particular discipline, titles added via the approval plan are generally sufficient to support the needs of the faculty and students in the program.  That is, there may be limited value in having the librarian devote substantial amounts of time toward actively searching for and acquiring individual titles.  The approval plan could instead be monitored and adjusted on a regular basis to meet departmental needs, based on circulation analysis and patterns of usage among various patron groups.  
If this were the approach the subject specialist would be freer to concentrate on other aspects of the position, including offering more instruction and providing enhanced reference and research support.  Further, the collection-related work of the specialist could be focused not on acquiring monographs as much as other areas and formats vital to the program.  These other areas and formats include the acquisition of databases, electronic journal titles, and harvesting of relevant web-based resources already being prominently used by a number of students in the program.  Given the reliance of users on the discovery and delivery of current business information in electronic form, the activities of the Business Librarian may reasonably require a fresh look.  
For Psychology monographs, too, use by title is remarkably similar regardless of how individual items were added to the collection. For example, about two-thirds of the monographs in Psychology were circulated over a four-year period whether selected by the subject specialist or added to the collection via the approval plan.   On the other hand, Sociology monographs acquired via the approval plan circulate far better than those acquired through librarian selection.  
For Religious Studies, the similarity continues. For example, over half of the monographs in this subject were used over a four year period. As with Business and Psychology, Religious Studies monographs acquired via the approval plan demonstrate greater use of items than those acquired via librarian selection.  This is particularly noteworthy for the majority of the non-approval plan monographs in Religious Studies are recommended by the teaching faculty of that department and purchased with final approval by the subject librarian. Traditionally, the Religious Studies faculty at KU has been intimately involved in selecting monographs for the discipline. The fact that the teaching faculty of this department plays such an integral role in selection is not unusual. After all, most faculty want collections in support of their specific subfield.  What may be unexpected is that the materials they have requested are not circulating as much as the materials received from the approval plan. 
Use by Patron Group 
Use by Title and Number of Transactions  
Five patron groups were identified by the authors of this study as being the most active users of monographs across the disciplines of Business, Religious Studies, Psychology and Sociology:  Graduate students, Undergraduates, Faculty, Interlibrary loan patrons, and 'Other', which include Resident borrowers, KU Affiliates, Classified Staff, Library Processing Staff, and Reciprocal borrowers.  These groups consistently represented the five groups most responsible for the greatest circulation of monographs in this study. 

Business 
In the case of both approval plan acquired items and non-approval plan acquired items for Business, patron group analysis demonstrates that use among the top five user groups is remarkably similar regardless of the source of acquisition (see Table 4).  That is, while the level of use varies among each group, the top five patron groups using the materials for either approval plan or librarian-acquired materials are, as noted above, the same groups during the years 2004-2007.  Please note that the interlibrary loan "group" reflects the third-highest number of transactions for non-approval plan acquired materials.  The authors believe this is due to the renewal of interlibrary loan monographs—adding additional transaction counts to individual items.  It is the authors' contention that since interlibrary loans are given for shorter periods (six weeks) the renewal rate may be higher, especially for graduate and faculty borrowers.  Typically these users enjoy considerably lengthier loan periods at KU when borrowing monographs from the libraries (e.g., semester-long loans, which can be renewed online up to five times.) 
Psychology 
Of the top user groups of approval monographs in Psychology, graduate students are clearly the heaviest users with faculty and then undergraduates rounding out the top three (see Table 4).  Nearly 37% of the approval plan monograph circulation (monographs that circulated one or more times is attributable to graduate student use.  The remaining 63% is made up of faculty (21% of total circulation), undergraduate (16% of total circulation), ILL use (11% of total circulation), and other smaller patron groups like resident borrowers and other KU affiliates. 

Use of non-approval plan monographs is much the same.  Graduate students, again, are clearly the heaviest users of material, representing 32% of total circulation.  And, again, faculty and undergraduates round out the top three, with 19% each of total circulation.  Together, these three groups represent 71% of total circulation.  The remaining 29% is made up of ILL use (11% of total circulation), resident borrowers (10% of total circulation), and other smaller patron groups. 

Religious Studies 
Faculty represent the heaviest users of approval plan acquired monographs in Religious Studies, followed by graduate and undergraduate students (see Table 4).  Over 29% of the approval plan monograph circulation (monographs that circulated one or more times) is through faculty use, but the highest use, in terms of the number of transactions, is actually from graduate and undergraduate students (28% for each group). This is a reversal from Business and Psychology. 
With regard to non-approval plan Religious Studies monographs, the heaviest users are faculty (29%), graduates (27%), and undergraduates (23%). Though faculty represent the heaviest circulation, undergraduates have the highest non-approval plan transaction count of 28% to the faculty transaction count of 26%.  This transaction count may be related to faculty involvement in collection development. Because of this involvement faculty have an excellent knowledge of the collections that are available for teaching and research and include titles they have recommended for purchase in their students’ reading lists.
Sociology 
Of the top user groups of approval plan monographs in Sociology, graduate students are, again, clearly the heaviest users (see Table 4).  However, in this case, undergraduates make up a substantial amount of use, too.   Faculty use rounds out the top three.  Graduate student use is 37% of the circulation of approval plan monographs (monographs that circulated one or more times).  The remaining use is made up of undergraduates (26% of total circulation), faculty (25% of total circulation), interlibrary loan (7% of total circulation), and other patron sets (4% of total circulation).  Together, the graduates, undergraduates, and faculty groups are responsible for 89% of total circulation. 
With relatively the same number of titles circulating, the non-approval plan monographs enjoy slightly more transactions than the approval plan monographs.   Again, graduate students are the heaviest users, making up 35% of total circulation.  Faculty and undergraduates follow, with 26% of total circulation and 25% respectively.  Interlibrary loan comprises 9% of total circulation, and other patron groups comprise the remaining 5%. 
Circulation of Titles by Subject

As expected, the longer a title is available, the more likely it is to be used by patrons.  Thus, titles with an imprint date of 2004 should have higher circulation statistics than titles with imprint dates of 2005, 2006, or 2007 (i.e., those titles available for a shorter amount of time).  Some of the disciplinary differences seen in the previous section are also apparent here.  Business titles have the fewest titles circulating, whether acquired through the approval plan or not; Sociology and Psychology titles circulate the most; and Religious Studies titles circulate neither the most, nor the least.  Where the approval plan brings in traditional and basic academic material, the librarian-selected material tends to be more specialized.  This may explain why this category of material, overall, circulates less than approval material.

Business 
For the years 2004-2007, KU Libraries received 2,633 individual Business titles on the approval plan. Table 5 illustrates circulation by individual title per year in Business and provides a percentage of the total titles received that either circulated or did not circulate.  Please note that for purposes of this study, “titles circulated” is defined by the authors to mean that a single title has circulated at least once since the date of acquisition.  Conversely, for this study the phrase “titles not circulated” refers to those single titles that have not circulated ever. 
Business titles with imprint dates of 2004, which represent that part of the collection that has been available to users on the shelves for three years, have circulated the most; 47% circulated at least once from 2004-2007.   As noted in Table 5, after 2004, items acquired in each subsequent year from 2005 to 2007 have circulated less each year (6.6% less each year).  On average, for the period of time under consideration for this study, 37% of all Business titles acquired via the approval plan circulated at least one time.  Therefore, on average, 63% of titles did not, resulting in a low level of use. 
For the years 2004-2007, KU Libraries received 4,279 individual titles through non-approval channels, chiefly through acquisition activities of the subject librarian assigned as liaison to the Business School.   Table 5 illustrates circulation patterns for titles per year for Business titles.  Like approval plan acquired titles, those acquired from non-approval avenues with imprint dates of 2004, which represent that part of the collection that has been available to users on the shelves for three years,  have circulated the most; 48% have circulated at least once from 2004-2007.   As with the approval-acquired titles, monographs acquired after 2004 have circulated 9.6% less each year through the year 2007.  On average, 34% of all Business titles acquired via the non-approval plan circulated at least one time.  Therefore, 66% of titles did not, again resulting in a low level of use. 
Psychology 
A total of 660 monographs were acquired through the approval plan in Psychology with imprints 2004-2007.  Of these titles, 416 circulated at least once (63%).  In comparison, only Sociology titles circulate similarly.  Table 5 illustrates circulation by individual title per year in the Psychology call number range, and provides a percentage of the total received that either circulated or did not circulate.  
For this discipline, titles with imprint dates of 2004, which represent that part of the collection that has been available to users on the shelves for three years, have circulated the most; 73% have circulated at least once.   Monographs acquired after 2004 have circulated 5% less each year through 2007.  Thus, a total of 63% of this material has circulated, leaving 37% of titles that did not circulate. This indicates substantial use of monographic material. 
Psychology titles in the non-approval purchases circulate, on average, only slightly less than those coming in through the approval plan.  Monograph acquisitions with imprint dates 2004-2007 totaled 769.  Of these titles, 437 (57%) have circulated.  No other social science discipline analyzed came close to this level of circulation in the non-approval selections.   Table 5 illustrates circulation patterns for titles per year in the Psychology call number range.   
Like approval plan acquired titles, those acquired from non-approval avenues with imprint dates of 2004 have circulated the most; 76% circulated at least once.   Use dropped considerably during 2005, but then in the year 2006 circulation increased again to a level similar to approval plan materials in the same year.  For the year 2007, circulation again dropped but this could be due to the fact that the items were simply newly acquired and have not had time to be discovered by users.  On average, 42% of all titles did not circulate, indicating a fairly substantial amount of use.  
Religious Studies 
For the years 2004-2007, KU Libraries received 3,072 Religious Studies titles via the approval plan.  Table 5 illustrates circulations by individual title per year in the subject range, and provides a percentage of the total received that either circulated or did not circulate. For the discipline of Religious Studies, 54% of the collection with an imprint date of 2004 circulated extensively during 2004 -2007 while monographs acquired after 2004 circulated on average 3.74% less each year.  When analyzing the circulation of Religious Studies titles acquired via the approval plan during this period of study, 48% circulated at least once. Thus, 52% did not circulate even one time, meaning that just over half of the approval plan collection is not being utilized. 
For the years 2004-2007, KU Libraries received 4,272 Religious Studies titles through non-approval plan channels, chiefly through faculty selections and requests for monographs that specifically address faculty research and curriculum needs.  Table 5 shows circulation patterns for titles in this range by imprint year.
For non-approval plan monographs in Religious Studies, 45% of the collection with an imprint date of 2004 circulated extensively during 2004-2007 while items acquired after 2004 circulated 10 to 20% less each year. On average, of all Religious Studies titles acquired through the acquisition activities of the subject librarian during this period, nearly 35% circulated at least once.
Sociology 
In the Sociology call number range, a total of 593 monographs were acquired through the approval plan.  Of these titles, 375 circulated at least once (63%).  Again, in the more recent years, we see a circulation decline of 8-9% in this case, possibly due to the items being available for less time.  Only an average of 37% of materials from this call number range did not circulate, indicating a fairly substantial amount of use overall. 
Sociology titles that were selected by the subject specialist circulated less than those added via the approval plan.  Non- approval monograph acquisitions with imprint dates 2004-2007 totaled 762 in number.  Of these titles, 388 (51%) have circulated.  This is significantly less than approval plan acquired titles, which displayed a circulation rate of 63%. Table 5 illustrates circulation patterns for titles per year in the Sociology call number range.   
Unlike those items acquired through the approval plan, circulation rates of non-approval plan Sociology monographs show a steady and significant decline from 2004-2007.  With highest use in 2004 (66%), there is an average of a 13% decline in use per year for the years 2005-2007.  As expected, only a little more than one-third of the monographs with imprint dates of 2004-2007 circulated in 2007. 
Use by Transactions
Tables 6 and 7 illustrate the total number of transactions per year for the period 2004-2007 for those items acquired by the approval plan (Table 6) and by the subject librarian (Table 7).  Note that the authors here define "transaction" to mean the total number of circulations per year for all monographs in this range.  Individual titles may have circulated multiple times and these transactions are reflected in the two tables.  For purposes of analysis, the authors also presented data to show the number of titles that accounted for both 80% of all transactions and 20% of all transactions. No attempt has been made in this study to map this information to existing patron groups.  
Transactions for Approval Plan Acquired Monographs

Of the four disciplines, Business shows the closest adherence to the Trueswell 80:20 rule.   As noted in Table 6, of the 2,633 titles received for Business, 639 (or slightly over 24%) account for 80% of all transactions for this time period.   The rest of the monographs added during this time for Business, or nearly 2,000 titles, account for the remaining 20% of all transactions.  
Psychology and Sociology statistically has the same use pattern and neither adheres to the Trueswell rule – 40% of all titles account for 80% of the use.  In Psychology, of the 660 titles received, 251 titles (or nearly 40%) account for 80% of all transactions for this time period and the remaining 409 titles, account for the remaining 20% of all transactions.   In Sociology, of the 593 titles received, 231 (nearly 40%) account for 80% of the transaction and the remaining titles, 362 (or 60%), account for the remaining 20% of transactions.  This indicates that a very high proportion of approval plan books are being used in Psychology and Sociology research.
Use of Religious Studies approval plan monographs is between that of Business and that of Psychology and Sociology.  Of the 2,992 books received on approval in Religious Studies, 912 (or 30.5%) account for over 80% of all transactions for the period reviewed. The remaining 2,080 books (nearly 70% of the collection) account for 20% of use.
Transactions for Non-Approval Plan Acquired Monographs

Though the transaction pattern noted in Table 7 is similar between the disciplines, those monographs acquired by the subject librarian were used much less over the period under review.
Again, Business has the lowest level of use.  Of the 4,279 total monographs selected by a librarian, 746 individual titles (or 17%) comprise 80% of the total transactions from 2004-2007.  Conversely, just over 3,500 monographs of the total acquired were circulated for the remaining 20% of all transactions recorded.  Religious Studies is again in the middle.  Of the 4,029 titles received, 868 (or nearly 22%) account for 80% of all transactions in 2004-2007. The remaining 3,161 titles account for 20% of all transactions.  Although the Religious Studies faculty is actively involved in the selection of monographs outside the approval plan, overall transaction is not significantly different from the Trueswell rule.
Following the pattern of approval monographs, albeit it with lower percentages, non-approval monographs in Psychology and Sociology are still used more as compared to Business or Religious Studies.  Of the 749 total monographs selected for Psychology, 239 (32%) individual titles comprise 80% of the total transactions from 2004-2007.  Conversely, 510 monographs of the total acquired were circulated for the remaining 20% of all transactions recorded.  For Sociology a total of 762 titles were acquired by librarian selection, and 218 (30%) represent 80% of use.  The remaining 544 make up the remaining 20% of use.

Dissertation Analysis 
Though social science research is predominantly journal driven, monographs still represent an important research source for these disciplines.  This is evident in dissertation bibliographies.  In order to measure effectiveness of monographic selection, a review of recent dissertations accepted by the disciplines was undertaken.  The goal was to gauge the level of monographic material included in dissertation research and, more importantly, to discover whether dissertations included citations to material acquired through the approval plan or through subject librarian selection. 
Dissertations submitted and accepted for degree requirements in Business, Psychology, and Sociology at KU from 2005 to 2007 and available in the ProQuest Dissertations and Theses database were considered (Religious Studies is not a doctoral program at KU, only a baccalaureate and master’s degree program and thus, not pertinent for this aspect of the discussion.)  For each dissertation, the bibliography was reviewed and all monographic material with an imprint date of 2005, 2006, and 2007 recorded.  
Of the 15 dissertations in Psychology, three (20%) had no references to monographic material published between 2005 and 2007.  Thirteen dissertations (80%) had recent monographic content, with nine using material published in 2005; three dissertations used material from 2006 and six dissertations used material published in 2007.6   Over 50% of these titles were from publishers on the approval list. Thus, the conclusion for Psychology is that monographic material is still very important and that the approval plan is meeting students’ needs. A review of bibliographies also revealed that many students in Psychology used a significant number of monographs with much earlier imprint dates, indicating that it is important to continue to acquire monographic material in Psychology for future researchers. 
Of the dissertations produced between 2005 and 2007 in Business only three included monographic material published between 2005 and 2007.  Excluding two dissertations that were not available through the ProQuest database (at their authors’ requests), 80% of the dissertations had no current monographic content.  Though one contained no monographic material at all, most included earlier monographs published in the last 20 years.  One of the dissertations had a very short bibliography and included only four citations to monographs, of which the newest was dated 1995, and the remaining from 1954, 1977, and 1984 -- all from publishers included in the approval plan profile.  Another dissertation heavily relied on large quantities of unpublished working papers from professors across the world, as well as government documents, thus using neither approval plan nor librarian selected monographs.  Overall, it would appear that for Business research traditional monographic material has become less important for doctoral research and that we may be able to be more selective in acquiring monographs in support of Business. 
Only two dissertations from 2005 to 2007 in Sociology were available in ProQuest and neither used monographic material that had been published during these same three years.  However, both heavily cited monographic material published in the last 20 years, each with a 2004 imprint as the most recent.  Due to the small number of available dissertations in Sociology, the dissertation analysis is inconclusive for this discipline.              
As Pancheshnikov showed in a recent article in The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 7 students tend to rely more heavily on monographic content in their research than do faculty members.  It is not surprising that most dissertations in all the disciplines made use of monographic content.  The literature review is generally completed early in the research process and thus, the majority of dissertations do not include a significant amount of current monographic material – that is, material published within the 2-3 years of the dissertation being submitted for the degree requirement.  Variations occur when the topic is very contemporary or more data-driven or statistical in nature, as illustrated in the analysis of Psychology dissertations.     
It has always been difficult to measure the impact of current monographic acquisition activities, and bibliometric analysis of dissertations is only one way of measuring how well collections are meeting user needs.  For most disciplines, a certain amount of time needs to pass before monographs are cited in any meaningful numbers in dissertations and other research products.  If that is the case, how do librarians determine whether monographic use is actually declining or whether individual monographs are simply not yet being utilized for scholarly work?  If libraries reduce monographic acquisitions too much it will require future researchers to use interlibrary loan instead of local collections.  But, if declining monographic use is suspected then libraries find they may be acquiring monographs that may never be cited in future research, ensuring a kind of scholarly disuse.  Bibliometric analysis should therefore not be conducted annually for each discipline since results can vary significantly.  However, if librarians review their respective disciplines, say, every five years, patterns and trends may be seen, thus enabling all concerned to make better collection development decisions in the future. 
Further Discussion and Conclusion 
This chapter presents findings about the use of monographic materials by academic users in four disciplines within a comprehensive research institution over a four-year period. Data about the number of titles circulated over time, in addition to the number of transactions recorded, for monographs acquired via the approval plan and those acquired by subject specialists were analyzed and compared.  Conclusions drawn from these analyses both confirm and belie expectations.   
For example, in the areas of Psychology and Sociology, use of monographs exceeded the expectations of the authors, both in terms of individual title use and number of transactions recorded over time.  The use of monographs in Religious Studies seems to have been lower than expected, while the use of monographs selected for Business, which generally saw the lowest use among all for disciplines, was not entirely unexpected.  This pattern in Business, in particular, may be attributed to the greater reliance on journal articles and other forms of research information more readily available in electronic formats (for example, financial or economic data).    
It is generally shown that items acquired via the approval plan were used more than those acquired through non-approval plan methods; that is, largely through the selection activities of individual subject specialists, at least in the disciplines under consideration for this study.  This may be due to the fact that approval plans tend to acquire a broad spectrum of general academic monographs, whereas those acquired by the subject specialist are either specifically requested by faculty or students in the discipline or are identified by the librarian to fill more specialized gaps in the collection.  Either way, across all four disciplines included in this chapter, items acquired on approval tend toward higher use than those acquired by librarians. 
When resources are limited - both in fiscal and human terms - it is important to be able to ascertain whether the approval plan is meeting current needs.  If it does, then the library is able to justify the allocations made to the approval plan.  If it does not, then adjustments should be made.  It is also important to ascertain if the time spent by librarians in selecting monographs outside the approval plan is reflected in the circulation data and also in research production (such as dissertation analysis).  If the data indicates that material selected by librarians is being used, then the library will probably want the librarian to continue to spend time selecting monographic material.  On the other hand, if the data indicates that librarian-selected material is not being used, then presumably the organization will want to use the librarian's time for other critical work or services.  As previously discussed, the librarian may be able to offer more instruction, provide additional reference services or focus on other areas of collection development. This could include focusing on acquiring other formats or resources depending upon the specific need of the discipline being supported. 
 It is interesting to note that the use of monographs in dissertation research tends to correlate with overall collection use in a particular discipline.  For example, while Psychology and Sociology dissertations revealed higher numbers of monographic citations in bibliographies that were examined, Business dissertations tend to reveal low levels of monographic use.  
The final conclusion reached by the authors is that monographs still tend to be robust for some disciplines, but seem to be in a state of transition, if not to say decline, for others.  Future implications for library collections are difficult to predict with certainty given the nature of this analysis, but it seems likely that a study such as this could be replicated among other disciplines to further understand actual monographic collection use.  Analysis of circulation patterns of monographs may help budget planners allocate more efficiently scarce institutional resources and ultimately may allow for greater and more efficient allocation of valuable library faculty time. 
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